). First, the social category (employee/employer) was discarded to focus on the IAT-sp's assessment of self-concept. Second the self/other category and related stimuli were reworded from self/other to self/not-self. This change was made in response to criticism that use of a nonspecific other variable may be confounding (Olson & Fazio, 2004; Pinter & Greenwald, 2005) . It is possible that a respondent might make comparisons between self and a specific individual or project one's own personality onto others, thus altering associations (Karpinski, 2004) . In rewording the self/other category, the stimuli were reduced to only me and not me. The use of only two stimuli is not unprecedented and such IATs have been shown to be psychometrically sound, though they may produce mildly attenuated IAT effects (e.g., D decreases from .97 to .85; Nosek et al., 2005) . Lastly, this version makes use of a five block design combining matched test
Faking
While overt measures of integrity prove useful in predicting performance, faking is still a concern (Dwight & Alliger, 1997) . It is possible that when faking is an issue, response latency measures can be utilized to limit the extent to which applicants are able to fake (Berry et al., 2007; Dwight & Alliger, 1997) . IAT effects have been shown as the least influenced by faking when compared to other forms of measurement (Kim, 2003) .
The IAT's resistance to faking is strongest when participants have little or no experience with the IAT, indicating that experience plays a part in determining an IAT score (Steffens, 2004) . While generally more resistant to faking than explicit measures (Kim, 2003) , it is possible to suppress scores on the IAT with and without instruction in how to do so (Fiedler & Bluemke, 2005) . Fiedler and Bluemke (2005) found that participants were capable of faking by purposefully hesitating on compatible trials, making it impossible for investigators to differentiate the fake from true data. This evidence was further supported by the findings of De Houwer, Beckers, and Moors (2007) who discovered that, with appropriate instruction, IAT effects can be created from novel stimuli. Conversely, research has also shown that individuals generally have great difficulty in faking the IAT without instruction to do so (Kim, 2003) . While fakable, response latency measures are still very resistant to faking when compared with other forms of measurement (Kim, 2003; Schnabel et al., 2008) .
Hypothesis 5. The difference between IAT-sp scores in faking and non-faking conditions will be significantly lower than the difference between scores in EII faking and nonfaking conditions.
Method

Participants
This study's participants consisted of 251 undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory Psychology course at a large southeastern university. Students were provided course credit for participation. The sample consisted primarily of Caucasian (69%) females (57%). All participants were either currently employed (43%) or had been employed within the past two years.
Measures
Self-perception implicit association test for integrity (IAT-sp). The newly developed IAT-sp was developed by modifying Fischer and Bates (2008) IATi as described previously. The IAT-sp was administered using the FreeIAT program (Meade, 2009 ).
EII.
The employee integrity index (Ryan & Sackett, 1987) was utilized in this study as an explicit measure of workplace integrity. This index consists of 63 items measuring integrity and nine items measuring social desirability. 
Procedure
Participants were informed that the study consisted of three parts, two IATs and a survey consisting of 289 questions. Participants were informed that the study included questions about integrity, and CWBs and were asked to complete the two IAT procedures and a computer based survey. The survey consisted of the EII, CWB, and IPIP NEO-PI scales. For the IAT, participants were presented with instructions prior to each testing block. Following completion of the first and second sections, participants were directed to retake the IAT and EII as if they were an actual job applicant. Faking can be operationalized as the difference in the "job applicant"
and "regular" condition IAT scores.
Results
Convergent Validity
Descriptive statistics for all variables investigated in this study are presented in Table 2 . To test Hypothesis 2 (H2a through H2c: The IAT-sp is significantly correlated with conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism) correlation coefficients were computed between the variables (see Table 3 ). The IAT-sp was significantly correlated with conscientiousness, but not agreeableness or neuroticism. These data only support hypotheses 2a and provide partial evidence for convergent validity .
Discriminant Validity
To test Hypothesis 3 (H3a & H3b: The IAT-sp will exhibit discriminant validity with extraversion and openness to experience), correlation coefficients were computed between the IAT-sp and the two personality variables (see Table 3 ). The IAT-sp was bit significant correlated with extraversion or openness to experience. These results provide evidence supporting the discriminant validity of the IAT-sp.
Criterion-Related Validity
Hypothesis 4 states that integrity, as measured through the IAT-sp, should be positively correlated with admission of CWBs. The IAT-sp was significantly related to CWBs (see Table 3 ), supporting Hypothesis 4.
Research Question 1
This study's research question asks whether or not the IAT-sp accounts for more variance in CWBs than the EII. The variance explained in CWBs by the IAT-sp was compared to that produced by the EII.
1 In answer to this research question, a Fisher's r to z transformation identified a significant difference in predictive ability of the IAT-sp and EII (z = 3, p < .01);
specifically, identifying the EII as more predictive than the IAT-sp.
Faking
Hypothesis 5 stated that the difference in faking and non-faking conditions would be significantly lower for the IAT-sp than the EII. In order to test this, difference scores were computed for the faking and non-faking conditions of the IAT-sp and the faking and non-faking conditions of the EII. As these assessments were on different scales, the difference scores were compared using a Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Results of the Wilcoxon sign-ranks test indicate that the IAT-sp was significantly less fakable than the EII (z = -7.09, p < .001).
In addition, a dependent samples t-test indicated a significant and strong difference between the faking and non Past research has identified the three Big Five personality variables conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism to relate to the integrity construct; with conscientiousness exhibiting the strongest relationship (Berry et al., 2007) . In line with expectation, the IAT-sp was found to correlate significantly with conscientiousness, though it did not correlate with agreeableness or neuroticism. Furthermore, as hypothesized, the IAT-sp did not correlate with either openness to experience or extraversion. On the whole, these findings indicate evidence for convergent and discriminant validity.
This study's results also indicate that the IAT-sp is capable of predicting CWBs. These findings support those of Fischer, Osafo, and Turner (2010), who found a relationship between an IAT for workplace integrity and cheating behavior. These results were notable, as research suggests the IAT will perform poorly in the prediction of scores on explicit measures (Fazio & Olsen, 2003) . However, the IAT-sp showed a weaker correlation with these behaviors than did the EII. Explicit assessments have been shown to have higher correlations with other explicit measures than with implicit measures in general (Berry et al., 2007) ; though this effect is more pronounced when assessing a sensitive construct like deviance (Fischer & Bates, 2008) . With these particular measures, the EII and IODS are both explicit measures that directly ask about previous CWBs. To some extent, participants are reporting on the same past behaviors in both measures. Using observed, rather than self-reported, CWBs as the criterion would likely show an attenuated correlation between the two explicit measures. Similarly, predicting future criterion behaviors using the EII's report of past behaviors would also undoubtedly attenuate the correlation between the two.
Though the EII exhibited a stronger correlation with self-reported CWBs, the IAT-sp was much more resistant to faking. Faking is exacerbated when the assessment's construct is of a sensitive nature and the respondent perceives a benefit that can be derived by faking (Fischer & Bates, 2008) . In the administration of this study, it was noted that participants' attempts to fake the IAT were largely unsuccessfully. The FreeIAT program automatically flags respondents that respond faster that information processing allows, or unusually slow which would be consistent with deliberate faking (Greenwald et al., 2003) . In attempting to fool the program by this method, approximately 11% of participants' data were discarded by the program for being too fast. It is possible that, along with being more difficult to fake, attempting to fake the IAT carries more risk of being caught than with explicit measures. The transparency of the EII has been shown susceptible to faking (Schhnabel et al., 2008) . In faking explicit measures, a respondent only needs to strongly agree with socially desirable responses and strongly disagree with undesirable responses. In faking the IAT, in the event that a respondent understands the program's latency method, they must concentrate on tactically controlling their response speed.
The results identified the IAT-sp as being significantly less fakable than the EII. While the EII explains more variance in deviant behavior than does the IAT-sp under low-stakes conditions, it is considerably more susceptible to faking. Neither measure correlated with CWBs under instructions of responding as though they were a job applicant. While it is unclear as to whether or not a respondent will purposefully fake responses to integrity tests (Berry et al., 2007) , it is clear that the IAT-sp is better equipped to prevent or identify faking attempts.
Implications. This study's findings do not provide evidence to suggest that the IAT-sp can replace existing explicit assessments like the EII. While the IAT-sp was related to CWBs, there is no evidence to suggest that it is more effective than the EII. However, the IAT-sp could prove to be a more effective predictor of observed future CWBs, rather than self-reported past deviance. One firm conclusion from this study is that the IAT-sp is less fakable than the EII and as such the IAT-sp could prove to be a useful tool when faking is a concern. As it is less fakable than the EII and possesses sufficient validity, in such instances the IAT may be an appropriate assessment. Further research should be conducted to clarify the relationships identified in this study and determine the utility of the IAT-sp as an integrity assessment.
Limitations and Future Research
This study's most significant limitations relate to the sample and design used in this study.
Participants were primarily unemployed undergraduate students between the ages of 18 and 21.
Though most were currently unemployed, all had held some job within the past two years.
Despite this work history, past research has suggested that students are poor employee surrogates part-time. Furthermore, the study itself was conducted in a lab setting without any incentives, whereas in an applied setting job applicants could be denied employment based on their responses. This likely proved detrimental to the study's external validity.
More importantly, the study could greatly benefit from a predictive rather than concurrent validity design with these measures. As stated previously, participants self-reported previous instances of CWB on both the EII and the IODS. To this extent the predictive validity of these measures is almost overestimated with a concurrent design. Future research is needed with applicant samples and a predictive validity design to further understand the utility of the IAT-sp. 
